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Status 
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3) Q Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 
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4) I3 Claim(s) 1-11. 13-26.28-35 and 37 is/are pending in the application. 
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5) D Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) IE Claim(s) 1-11.13-26.28-35 and 37 is/are rejected. 
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Application Papers 
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Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1.121(d). 
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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . The applicants amended claims 31 -35 and 37 in the amendment received on 
1/23/06. 

The pending claims are 1-11, 13-26, 28-35, and 37. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments filed in the amendment received on 1/23/06 have been 
fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

A. The applicants argue that Montero and Goldick does not teach or suggest a 
distributed store configured to provide locked access to the primary state of session 
data to a process executing within one of a plurality of application servers and the 
distributed store is configured to send a lock token to the process. 

The examiner respectfully traverses. In response to applicant's arguments 
against the references individually, one cannot show nonobviousness by attacking 
references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of references. 
See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 
F.2d 1091, 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). 

In response to applicant's argument that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by 
combining or modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention 
where there is some teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the 
references themselves or in the knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in 
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the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988)and In re 
Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 1992). In this case, Montero 
discloses a common session database (a distributed store) configured to provide 
access to the primary state of session data to a process executing within one of a 
plurality of application servers (fig. 1 , section 35 on page 3, and section 40 on page 4). 
Montero teaches a distributed environment since the common session database is 
shared by the plurality of application servers (fig. 1 ). Montero does not explicitly 
disclose a locking management of the database. However, Goldick discloses a 
resource management in a distributed environment, wherein a plurality of clients shares 
the same resource (section 2 on page 1, fig. 1, and fig. 3). Goldick recognizes a 
problem in the distributed environment when two or more users modify the same 
resource simultaneously such that editions are inadvertently lost (section 5 on page 1). 
Thus, Goldick discloses a locking management on a resource of a server system in a 
shared resource distributed computing environment (fig. 1, fig. 3, section 5 on page 1, 
and sections 24-25 on page 3) in order to prevent the "lost update" problem. Goldick 
discloses the server system comprising a resource configured for access by the plurality 
of client nodes, wherein the server system is configured to provide locked access to the 
resource to one of the plurality of the client nodes, wherein, while the resource is locked 
for the node, other nodes cannot access the resource (sections 24-25 on page 3). 
Goldick discloses wherein in providing locked access to the resource to the one of the 
plurality of the client nodes, the server system is configured to send a lock token to the 
node, wherein only the node that have received a lock token can access the resource 
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(sections 44-45 on page 5 and fig. 3) in order to prevent data inconsistency (section 5 
on page 1). Therefore, based on Montero in view of Goldick, it would have been 
obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
utilize teaching of Goldick to the system of Montero in order to prevent data 
inconsistency. 

"Test of obviousness is not whether features of secondary reference may be 
bodily incorporated into primary reference's structure, nor whether claimed invention is 
expressly suggested in any one or all of references; rather, test is what combined 
teachings of references would have suggested to those of ordinary skill in art ." In 
re Keller, Terry, and Davies, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981). 

"Reason, suggestion, or motivation to combine two or more prior art 
references in single invention may come from references themselves , from 
knowledge of those skilled in art that certain references or disclosures in references 
are known to be of interest in particular field, or from nature of problem to be solved :" 
Pro-Mold and Tool Co. v. Great Lakes Plastics Inc. U.S. Court of Appeals Federal 
Circuit 37USPQ2d 1626 Decided February 7, 1996 Nos. 95-1171, -1181. 

In response to applicant's argument that the references fail to show certain 
features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the features upon which applicant relies 
(i.e., a distributed store configured to provide locked access to the primary state of 
session data to a process executing within one of a plurality of application servers and 
the distributed store configured to send a lock token to the process) are not recited in 
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the rejected claims 17, 20, and 31 . Although the claims are interpreted in light of the 
specification, limitations from the specification are not read into the claims. See In re 
Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1181, 26 USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

B. The applicants argue that Montero. Bennet. Bender, and Eshel do not teach 
or suggest a distributed store configured to request the process to release the locked 
access. 

The examiner respectfully traverses. In response to applicant's argument that 
the references fail to show certain features of applicant's invention, it is noted that the 
features upon which applicant relies (i.e., a distributed store configured to request the 
process to release the locked access) are not recited in the rejected claims 26-30, 35, 
and 37. Although the claims are interpreted in light of the specification, limitations from 
the specification are not read into the claims. See In re Van Geuns, 988 F.2d 1 181 , 26 
USPQ2d 1057 (Fed. Cir. 1993). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

3. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

4. Claims 10-1 1 and 13-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as 
being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter 
which applicant regards as the invention. 



Application/Control Number: 10/087,234 Page 6 

Art Unit: 2166 

Claim 10 recites the limitation "the state of a client session" in line 4. There is 
insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Since claims 1 1 and 13-16 incorporate the deficiency of claim 10, they are 
likewise rejected. 

The limitation "that process" in 3 rd line of claim 13 is unclear and indefinite. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

5. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

6. Claims 1, 6, 9, 17, 20, and 31 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Montero et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2002/0143958) in view of 
Goldick (U.S. Publication No. 2003/0093457). 

With respect to claim 1 , Montero discloses a plurality of application servers, 
wherein each of the plurality of application servers is configured to access session data, 
wherein the session data represents the state of a client session for a client (fig. 1 , 
abstract, section 1 1 on page 1 , section 26 on pages 2-3, and section 36 on page 3). 
Montero discloses a common session database (a distributed store) comprising a 
primary state of the session data configured for access by the plurality of application 
servers and writes to the database controlled by a processing thread (fig. 1 , section 35 
on page 3, and section 40 on page 4). Montero does not explicitly disclose a locking 
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management of the database. However, Goldick discloses a locking management on a 
resource of a server system in a shared resource distributed computing environment 
(fig. 1 , fig. 3, and sections 24-25 on page 3). Goldick discloses the server system 
comprising a resource configured for access by the plurality of client nodes, wherein the 
server system is configured to provide locked access to the resource to one of the 
plurality of the client nodes, wherein, while the resource is locked for the node, other 
nodes cannot access the resource (sections 24-25 on page 3). Goldick discloses 
wherein in providing locked access to the resource to the one of the plurality of the 
client nodes, the server system is configured to send a lock token to the node, wherein 
only the node that have received a lock token can access the resource (sections 44-45 
on page 5 and fig. 3) in order to prevent data inconsistency (section 5 on page 1). 
Therefore, based on Montero in view of Goldick, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize teaching of 
Goldick to the system of Montero in order to prevent data inconsistency. 

With respect to claim 6, Goldick discloses the server system is configured to 
grant the locked access to the one of the client nodes in response to a request for 
locked access from the node (sections 44-45 on page 5 and fig. 3). Therefore, the 
limitations of claim 6 are rejected in the analysis of claim 1 above, and the claim is 
rejected on that basis. 

With respect to claim 9, Goldick teaches another node of the plurality of client 
nodes is configured to request locked access to the resource from the server system, 
and wherein if no node currently holds locked access to the resource, the server system 
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is configured to provide locked access to the resource to the other node (section 44-45 
on page 5 and fig. 3). Therefore, the limitations of claim 9 are rejected in the analysis of 
claim 1 above, and the claim is rejected on that basis. 

The limitations of claims 17, 20, and 31 are rejected in the analysis of claim 1 
above, and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

7. Claims 2-3, 22, and 32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over Montero et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2002/0143958) in view of 
Goldick (U.S. Publication No. 2003/0093457), and further in view of Eshel et al. (U.S. 
Publication No. 2003/0018785). 

With respect to claim 2, Montero and Goldick do not explicitly disclose the 
process configured to hold locked access until after receiving a request to release the 
locked access. However, Eshel discloses after the node has completed a current 
access of a resource, the node is configured to hold locked access until after receiving a 
request to release the locked access (sections 1 1-12 on page 1 and fig. 2) in order to 
subsequently access the same resource without requesting additional locked access for 
the same resource. Therefore, based on Montero in view of Goldick, and further in view 
of Eshel, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to utilize the teaching of Eshel to the system of Montero in 
order to subsequently access the same resource without requesting additional locked 
access for the same resource. 
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With respect to claim 3, Goldick further discloses the server system notifies a 
node holding a locked access that a break (of the locked access) is about to occur 
(section 63 on page 7). Montero and Goldick do not explicitly disclose the distributed 
store configured to request the process to release the locked access. However, Eshel 
discloses a lock manager configured to request a node holding a locked access to 
release the locked access, wherein the node is configured to release the locked access 
in response to the request (sections 11-12 on page 1 and fig. 2) in order to provide the 
locked access to another node. Therefore, based on Montero in view of Goldick, and 
further in view of Eshel, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to utilize the teaching of Eshel to the system of 
Montero in order to provide the locked access to another node. 

The limitations of claims 22 and 32 are rejected in the analysis of claim 3 above, 
and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

8. Claims 4, 7-8, 19, 23-25, and 33-34 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Montero et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2002/0143958) in view of 
Goldick (U.S. Publication No. 2003/0093457), and further in view of Bennett (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,734,909). 

With respect to claim 4, Montero and Goldick disclose the claimed subject matter 
as discussed above except releasing the locked access when the process no longer 
requires the locked access. However, Bennett teaches the process is configured to 
release the locked access when the process no longer requires the locked access to the 
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resource (the primary state, lines 58-65 in col. 1 , lines 7-16 in col. 2, line 54 in col. 3 thru 
line 14 in col. 4, lines 22-46 in col. 7, and lines 14-35 in col. 8) in order to allow another 
process to access the resource. Therefore, based on Montero in view of Goldick, and 
further in view of Bennett, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the 
art at the time the invention was made to utilize the teaching of Bennett to the system of 
Montero in order to allow another process to access the resource. 

With respect to claim 7, Montero and Goldick disclose the claimed subject matter 
as discussed above except buffering requests. However, Bennett discloses while the 
process holds the locked access, the central server (the distributed store) is configured 
to buffer one or more requests for locked access from one or more other processes 
executing within one or more of the plurality of client nodes (application servers, lines 
58-65 in col. 1 line 54 in col. 3 thru line 14 in col. 4, lines 7-46 in col. 7, lines 53-67 in 
col. 7, and lines 14-35 in col. 8) in order to award processes with a locked request in the 
sequence that lock requests arrive. Therefore, based on Montero in view of Goldick, 
and further in view of Bennett, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the teaching of Bennett to the 
system of Montero in order to award processes with a locked request in the sequence 
that lock requests arrive. 

With respect to claim 8, Bennett further teaches if the process release the locked 
access to the resource (the primary state), the central server (the distributed store) is 
configured to provide locked access to one of the other processes in response to the 
other process's buffered request (lines 58-65 in col. 1 line 54 in col. 3 thru line 14 in col. 
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4, lines 7-46 in col. 7, lines 53-67 in col. 7, and lines 14-35 in col. 8). Therefore, the 
limitations of claim 8 are rejected in the analysis of claim 7 above, and the claim is 
rejected on that basis. 

The limitations of claims 19 and 23 are rejected in the analysis of claim 4 above, 
and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

The limitations of claims 24 and 33 are rejected in the analysis of claim 7 above, 
and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

The limitations of claims 25 and 34 are rejected in the analysis of claim 8 above, 
and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

9. Claims 5, 18, and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Montero et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2002/0143958) in view of Goldick (U.S. 
Publication No. 2003/0093457), and further in view of Bender et al. (US 2003/0163494 
A1). 

With respect to claim 5, Montero and Goldick disclose the claimed subject matter 
as discussed above except providing locked access to a thread within a process. 
However, Bender discloses the process is configured to provide locked access to at 
least a portion of a resource to a thread executing within the process, wherein, while the 
at least a portion of the resource is locked for the thread, other threads executing within 
the process cannot access the at least a portion of the resource (abstract, section 12 on 
page 12, sections 33-34 on page 3, sections 37-41 on page 4, and sections 43-45 on 
page 5). Therefore, based on Montero in view of Goldick, and further in view of Bender, 
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it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the thread-level locking mechanism of Bender to the 
system of Montero in order to avoid data inconsistency. 

The limitations of claims 18 and 21 are rejected in the analysis of claim 5 above, 
and these claims are rejected on that basis. 

10. Claims 26, 28-30, 35, and 37 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Montero et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2002/0143958) in view of 
Bennett (U.S. Patent No. 5,734,909) and Bender et al. (U.S. Publication No. 
2003/0163494 A1), and further in view of Eshel et al. (U.S. Publication No. 
2003/0018785). 

With respect to claim 26, Montero discloses a process executing within one of a 
plurality of application servers, wherein each of the plurality of application servers is 
configured to access session data, wherein the session data represents the state of a 
client session for a client (fig. 1, abstract, section 1 1 on page 1 , section 26 on pages 2- 
3, and section 36 on page 3). Montero discloses a common session database (a 
distributed store) comprising a primary state of the session data configured for access 
by the plurality of application servers and writes to the database controlled by a 
processing thread (fig. 1, section 35 on page 3, and section 40 on page 4). Montero 
does not explicitly disclose a locking management of the database. However, Bennett 
discloses a locking management on a resource of a central server in a shared resource 
distributed computing environment, wherein the resource of the central server is 
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updated or synchronized with data from clients (abstract, line 15 in col. 1 thru line 30 in 
col. 2, and line 8 in col. 3 thru line 60 in col. 4). Bennett discloses the resource 
configured for access by the plurality of client nodes, wherein a lock is granted to a 
process requesting locked access and executing within one of the plurality of the client 
nodes, wherein, while the resource is locked for the process, other processes cannot 
access the resource (line 8 in col. 3 thru line 60 in col. 4, and lines 4-20 in col. 7). 
Therefore, based on Montero in view of Bennett, it would have been obvious to one 
having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize a resource 
locking mechanism of Bennett to the system of Montero in order to avoid data 
inconsistencies. Montero and Bennett do not explicitly disclose providing locked access 
to a thread within a process. However, Bender discloses the process holding the lock 
granting a thread-level lock to a portion of a resource to a thread running within the 
process, wherein, while the thread holds the thread-level lock, other threads cannot 
access the portion of the resource (abstract, section 12 on page 12, sections 33-34 on 
page 3, sections 37-41 on page 4, and sections 43-45 on page 5). Therefore, based on 
Montero in view of Bennett, and further in view of Bender, it would have been obvious to 
one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to utilize the 
thread-level locking mechanism of Bender to the system of Montero in order to avoid 
data inconsistencies. Montero, Bennett, and Bender do not explicitly disclose 
requesting the process to release the locked access. However, Eshel discloses 
requesting a node holding a locked access to release the locked access, wherein the 
node is configured to release the locked access in response to the request (sections 11- 
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12 on page 1 and fig. 2) in order to provide the locked access to another node. 
Therefore, based on Montero in view of Bennett and Bender, and further in view of 
Eshel, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to utilize the teaching of Eshel to the system of Montero in order to 
provide the locked access to another node. 

With respect to claim 28, Bennett teaches the process is configured to release 
the locked access when the process no longer requires the locked access to the 
resource (the primary state, lines 58-65 in col. 1 line 54 in col. 3 thru line 14 in col. 4, 
lines 22-46 in col. 7, and lines 14-35 in col. 8). The limitations are rejected in the 
analysis of claim 26 above, and the claim is rejected on that basis. 

With respect to claim 29, Bennett discloses while the process holds the locked 
access, buffering one or more requests for locked access from one or more other 
processes executing within one or more of the plurality of client nodes (application 
servers, lines 58-65 in col. 1 line 54 in col. 3 thru line 14 in col. 4, lines 7-46 in col. 7, 
lines 53-67 in col. 7, and lines 14-35 in col. 8). The limitations are rejected in the 
analysis of claim 26 above, and the claim is rejected on that basis. 

With respect to claim 30, Bennett teaches if the process release the locked 
access to the resource (the primary state), the central server (the distributed store) is 
configured to provide locked access to one of the other processes in response to the 
other process's buffered request (lines 58-65 in col. 1 line 54 in col. 3 thru line 14 in col. 
4, lines 7-46 in col. 7, lines 53-67 in col. 7, and lines 14-35 in col. 8). The limitations are 
rejected in the analysis of claim 29 above, and the claim is rejected on that basis. 
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The limitations of claim 35 are rejected in the analysis of claim 26 above, and the 
claim is rejected on that basis. 

With respect to claim 37, Bennett teaches the process is configured to release 
the locked access when the process no longer requires the locked access to the 
resource (the primary state, lines 58-65 in col. 1, line 54 in col. 3 thru line 14 in col. 4, 
lines 22-46 in col. 7, and lines 14-35 in col. 8). The limitations are rejected in the 
analysis of claim 35 above, and the claim is rejected on that basis. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

1 1 . Claim 1 0 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

Conclusion 

12. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
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extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

1 3. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Dinker et al. (U.S. Publication No. 2003/0131041) discloses controlling access to 
data in a distributed computer system. 



1 4. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Joon H. Hwang whose telephone number is 571-272- 
4036. The examiner can normally be reached on 9:30-6:00(M~F). 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, HOSAIN T. ALAM can be reached on 571-272-39783978. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-21 7-91 97 (toll-free). 
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